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ABSTRACT 



60 learning 
and 



Compared were the characferistics of 
disabled (LD) and 60 normal children (all between 8- 
1 1-years-old) participating in t-he Georgia Reading Research Program. ^ 
The target group consisted of LD-children who shpwed deficits in the 
psycholo^cal process of ordering/sequencing; while the LD refererrce 
group were average or above average in ordering/sequencing abilities. 
Tnstruments used to assess these deficits were the Wechsler 
mtelligence Scale for Children Sequencing Triad and the Wide .Range 
Achievement Spelling Test. Other diffefrences between the two groups 
•were that the target group had instrucxional reading levels one or 
more^ yeans below their expected grade placement levels and were^ f 
enrolled in special classes; while the LD r^,ference children were 
enrolled in regular^ classes and were- reading within six months of 
expected grade . level . The program was to focus on an evaluation of 
specific curriculum treatments designed to facilitate reading 
achievement. (Author/DB) • 
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The decade of- the si/^ies firky est\i^«d the identification of a' 
population of ^hi-^r^n v^thin schools who fail to learn ^t expected ^ates 
conmistent with predicted learning as a function of intelligence. Such 
school children have .beeiv iWied under a number of names but are generally 
classified as learn^g disabled. A chance to define the learning disabled 
as a single entity/liad early emphasized that there' is jio single identi^ing. 
characteristic'. , ,The delineation of specific syndromic within this larger 
population is just^egi'nning to emerge (Bannatyne, 1971; Boder, 1971; 
" Doehrinr, 1968). The U. S. Office of E.ducatiUin 1968 recognized learning 
disabiity children as a category of except ionali•4^ The.USOE d. • ...ition 
generally flef ined such children as those who "are not acc^:mmulat ing academic. ^ 
. gains at the rate expected on the basis of their chrorrologic»al age, ne^.tal-age', 

and educational exposure." 

The overall goa{ of the Univer^iJ-/ of .Georgia Research Program on . 
Special heading Instructional Procedures for Mentally Retarded and Learning 
Disabled CT.ii -ren initially set out ^ the^academic year 1971-72 W identify 
subsets of .mentally retarded and learning disabled children who w* re compared 
with normal child^n for examination of interaction effects between instruc- 
tional methodology and learning and language characteiristics '. - During the 
initial year a number of test instruments were chosen to define a ^ubset 
of learning disabled children. The subset of interest was a sample of LD • 
children who exhibit ordering/sequencing difficulties. Several a,>.lcipated 
areas of'def icip^e examined utilizing auditory discrimination measures, 
a test of perceptual speed, wori^associative Instruments, and more typical 
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'eneral in/|tnal 'and fc^al' reading assessment, scores . Preiinir.ary pilot ■ 
'stud/es^(jJeeBted that several of the test insti -.T.eni.. ., p.. r ar ly au'lltcr 
'discrimination, word- association, ^md ofters, app-^i-^ pot.ntiaix,y 

• * 

useful in teim3 of separating normal and le-arn i.-.r, -.^Lr-ab led childr.:;. 7-.. 
fuli scale study, howeWr, using larger^nu.-.ber of Ss , faiU-d to -appcrt 
these premis^fe. The norn^aU^ lading disabled children overlapped 
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significantly on a numbe'r of these early measures. The general cpncept . 
of sequencing d)a.f icit , however, remained viable a^s a signiM-cant identif.ic- 
tion characteristic deficit in learning disabled chi Idren . ' The assumption _ 
that sequencing difficulties and/or inefficient ordering processes may be _ 
a basis for learning disabilities has .support in a number of papers pui.ll.l.ed - 
by researchers working with such chil/ren ( oehri^g, 1968; Campbell, 197.; 
Kinsbourfie £■ Warrin.ton, 1113; .-.onroe. l|32^Jilver ^ ha_. , 1367). 

AH children ^rticipating in the study-were, as a matter to .dentify ^ ^ 
intelligence level, administered the Wechsler Intel-ligence- Scale for C,hi: iren. ^ 
Three subtests seemed particulai-ly susceptible to sequencing, deficits . 
subtests are Digit Spai, . Picture Arrangement and the Coding subte- - . . " :aied 
7scbres of'lO or composite sc^ores of 30" would be average. Learning di.ar .-^d. 
children with total summed scaled scores .on these three subtest^s of less . 
than 29 were contrasted" with normal children whos^summed scaled scores on 
these three sequencing -subtests weVe greater than '29. - . 

All learning disabled subjects participating >n ev^alu^ion Studies were 
epix^lled in special ciasse^hey were reading one or more years, below their 
expect^, grade placement ^asured , by the informal reading" inventory and in, . 
addition, were below average in the basic psychological processes ol sequencing 
as' measured by €5e WISC sequencing Triad: 'C^iglt Span, F'ictvire Arranp.cir-.-nt , 
ana coding, subtests. 
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Subjects we're' dravm from five .School systems in Northeast Georgia (Barron . 
Cour:ty, DeKalb County-, Madison County, Oconee County , -and- QXlei'.orpe Lounty } 
and from one school system. in Not^theast Florida, Duvall County. "H-ese countie. 
would represent both rural, and ui-ban populations. Subjects were enrol led in 
rfegular or special cl'asse^ in twenty -sik different scl^ools ), 

I The Learning disabled r4f4rem:e» subjects were enrolled 'in r egu iar ■ cxar.-."-^ 
and were reading witffln six months ®f ^heir actual ?,rade ylacenonr^as nearur.d 
by the informal reading *^ent 017 and were C9nsidered average or above average^ 
in psychological processing or sequencing measured by the WlSC seq.ep.cin, tr iad._ 

Sixty LD^and 50' LD^referente children were s;iecre:i for comparisoi*. The 
hundred a.nM twenV ejects were randomly " divided within their ca..gofies to" 
two equal sets. Each set*was further divided .^nt^ equ^' treatment^ grou: . ]^ 
^TTie means and standard deviations • of the sets and treatment group, for IQ,|^^ 
CA, IRI, and WISC tfriad are shown in. Tkables 1 and 2 . 

. ^ 

Insert Tables 1 and 2 .about here 

, _ V--- 

, ' The design of the project study required t!,at cerr.ia relati- between 
subject variables hac to exiit,. Tbd requirem-^nts were: 

1. , Equivalent on CA and lA,, 

^^"^ ' ^ ' ' 

■ 2. Different on IRI. (normal greater than LD) ^ ^ - 

4. ' ' ^ 

■/ 3. DLlferent on WISC sequencing tjiad (normal greater than LD) 

■ Analysis of varianc; were used to obtain the evidence' of all cells meeting 
these requirements. These analyses a^ showJ in Table 3. The design pequire- 
inents. were met for all subject variables. 

yi^y^ Insert Table 3 about here 

For several reasons (absence, illnesses, etc.) the number-j)f subjects 
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participatiffgin the various evaluation studies .will be 'found to vary. .'In all 
studies, however, at.least 'twelve of fifteen subjects identified ^or each 

cell participated in the evaluation studies. ^ ^' 

^ ■ The general overview of research generated during the second ;/ear of the 
Georgia' Reading Project focuses on the evaluation of specific curriculurr, 
treatments designed to facilitate reading achievement .-in mat ched samples ^of 
normal" and' leaTtti'rvg disabled children. Criteria for subject selection are 
Usted in Table 4. Th^ first step in selecting all subjects who participated 
in this study was to inspect scffBol records for intelligence testnsco^es . . 
reading acf^ievement test scores, teacher comments, health records, sensory 
and emotional problems, etc. Teacher recommendations were obtained to get a« 
bverview aod descriptive parameters for all children. 



Insert" Table 4 about here 



The next step was the assessnW of intelligence levels and reading 
achievemetit. The Wechsler Intelliget^cale for Children was' admini- • e.<^ed 
to the le'aming disabled and LD-reference subjects. _ Level of gene, a 1 reading • 
•achievement on all subjects^was assessed with the informal reading inventory. 
Learning disabled and LD-re7^rericV subjects were also administered the Wide f 
Range Achievement Spelling subtest. 

Every effort was made to insure that L,D and LD-reference children were 
hom^eous in terms of inte lligence.^^^ge 90 to 110); in chronological age, 
(8 ^ars tu 11 ye ar^' were significantly different in terms of reading level 
with learning disabled subjects one or more years below expected grade place- 
rnent and normal subjects within six months! of expected grade placement. On' 
the Wise sequencing triad ^arn in g^^^^jp subjects had cumulative scores ^ 
less than 29. Normal subjects all h^cumulative scores greater than 29. 



This subset of learning disabled children is not presumed to reflect all the . 
characftpistics of children who m^y be diagnosed as dis.=ibled. Cn the contrary, 
the present study was a very careful attempt to identify a type >, r learning 
disability, namely, processing-difficulties with deficits in the, ordering 
process, so as to m6re effectively examine the learn ing, character io ti cs and/or 
effectiveness cyf specific instructional procedures in teaching various targeted 
reading skills. ' . , 
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TABLE 3y . _ * 

'.LEARNING DISABLED AND LD-REFEPXNCE GROUPS: 
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR CA, IQ. RIL. "AWD WISC TRIAD 



Source 
of 

Variation • 


df 




J 

Mean Squaw,! 


7= 7 


CA 


^ IQ • 




WISC • Triad 


Groups 


1 


72.08 _ 


108.30 


264 .03'^-^-* 


1672. 53--^^*. 


Treatments 


X 


•i^m 




* / 

.53 / 


.03 




1 


5,21 


1^:20 


^ 7.50 


10.80 


P V Tf 
o X. 1 *• 


1 


1.88 


^ 1.20 


. 03 


.53 


r» «» C 


i" 


' i.4'1. 


2i| . 30' 


. . 1:20 ' 


9.63 K 


* 

S X Tr ^' 


1 ' 


27.07 


• r.5o 


.03 


1.20 


\* 

G ^ S X Tr 


'1 


■ 3.68 


26 . 13 ' 


.53' 


1.63 


-Error" 


112 


88.>'8 


32.74 


2.55 


10:66 














of F 


< .001. 
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CRITERIA FOR SUBJECT SELECTION': LD AND LD-REFERENCE GROUPS ' 





Criteria -^^^ 

• • . : 


\ 






Reading Instructional 








CA 


r ^Level Range 


Wise 




Range . 


JRange 




Seq. Triad 


Learning 


90-110 


8-0 to 11-0 




■ r 

< 29 

i 


Disabled 






(one year ar moi^ below^ 










expected grade placement 




Ndrmal 


90-110 


8-0 to ll-"Qs: 




' > 29 ' 








(within 6 months of . 




> 




expectec}' grade placem'cnt 





X 



